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INTRODUCTION
Over 350 billion US dollars, or close to 2% of GDP, are donated to charity in the United States every year (Giving USA, 2015) . A large body of literature has emerged examining what motivates people to give, ranging from reduced form models of warm-glow giving (Andreoni 1989) , to models of giving to manipulate social-and self-image (Benabou and Tirole, 2006; Ariely, Bracha and Meier 2009, Andreoni and Bernheim, 2009) . 1 Recently, researchers have been examining the roles of two specific mental states in determining the act of giving: empathy and impulsiveness. The large body of literature on empathic concerns argues that the ability of humans and a few other primates to feel what others feel is as a fundamental link in the chain that leads to an altruistic act (see, e.g., de Waal, 2012 , Batson et al. 1987 and Batson 2011 or research on the empathy-altruism hypothesis in non-human and human primates, and an application to economics see Andreoni, Rao and Trachtman, 2017) . Empathy, however, can require some attention to putting oneself in someone else's shoes (Andreoni and Rao, 2011) .
A second body of literature argues that giving is instead impulsive and nearly automatic, and that thoughtfulness could impede giving. This hypothesis has been advocated most successfully by Rand and colleagues (Rand et al. 2012 , Rand and Kraft-Todd, 2014 , Cone and Rand, 2014 , and in the metastudy Rand, 2016) . In contrast to the literature on empathy, the claims for giving induced by impulsiveness have been less clearly established. Contrary to Rand and coauthors, some other researchers do not find a significant relationship between giving and manipulations of cognitive load or time pressure (e.g. Tinghög et al. 2013 or Verkoeijen and Bouwmeester 2014) . Others have found the opposite result that is, individuals who act more impulsively behave in more self-oriented ways (Curry et al. 2008 , Fehr and Leibbrandt, 2011 , Martinsson et al., 2012 , Piovesan and Wengström, 2009 This may (partly) explain the differing results. 3 Most studies, however, focus on cooperation and not giving, and recipients are fellow students, expected to be financially well-off.
In this paper, we explore the impact of empathy and impulsiveness in a single and real donation study.
We ask: who gives? Is it those who are more empathic or those who are more impulsive, or both? In a real donation experiment, we elicit donation decisions and collect previously validated measures of empathic concern (Davis, 1983) and impulsiveness (Barratt, 1959; Frederick, 2005) . To the best of our knowledge this study is the first to test the relationship between empathy and impulsiveness and charitable giving.
We find that empathic individuals are significantly more likely to donate. We find a one standard deviation increase in empathic concern increases the likelihood of a donation by 8 percentage points.
Hence, we can confirm the importance of empathy as a pillar of pro-sociality. On the other hand, and in contrast to Rand and coauthors, we found that impulsiveness is negatively related to giving. A one standard deviation increase in trait-impulsiveness (Barratt, 1959) decreases the likelihood of a donation by 8 percentage points. Interestingly, the negative relationship between impulsiveness and giving becomes stronger when financial resources are more scarce. Under such conditions more impulsive individuals are even less likely to donate.
EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN
We designed a laboratory experiment in which actual donation decisions were elicited. The experiment took place over two days, one week apart. On the first day the work of a charity, GiveDirectly, was presented to the participants in the experiment. They were then asked to donate $5 of their experimental payments to GiveDirectly. A week later subjects returned to the lab and completed a follow-up survey, which elicited individuals' level of impulsiveness and empathy.
Measuring Empathy and Impulsiveness
The methodology used to elicit empathy and impulsiveness was based on widely used measurement scales of empathy and impulsiveness in the psychology literature. To measure the degree of empathy among the individuals in the experiment we used the Interpersonal Reactivity Index or IRI (Davis, 1983) . The IRI is a multidimensional tool used to assess individual differences in empathy. With help of 28 self-reported items, cognitive and emotional facets of empathy are assessed. 4 The index comprises four dimension of empathy, namely in the following subscales: Fantasy, Perspectivetaking, Empathic Concern and Personal Distress. 5 As in studies on prosocial behavior, we concentrate on the 'Empathic Concerns' subscale which measures the emotional aspects of empathy, i.e. sympathy and concern for others.
To identify the degree of an individual's impulsiveness we employ two measures, a measure of trait impulsiveness and a measure of behavioral impulsiveness, since previous research showed that trait impulsiveness does not necessarily correlate with behavioral measures of impulsiveness (Lane et al. 2003) . As a trait measure we use the Barrat Impulsiveness Scale (Barratt, 1959) , a 30-item instrument widely used to assess the varying dimensions of the impulsiveness of individuals 6 . As a behavioral measure of impulsiveness we used the Cognitive Reflection Test or CRT (Frederick, 4 Response options range from 0 (does not describe me well) to 4 (describes me very well). 5 A detailed description of these subscales, as well as exemplary questions can be found in the Appendix. 6 We use the BIS scale for the analysis in its aggregate form, subscales are listed and explained in the Appendix.
2005). The CRT is a three-item measure designed to assess an individual's ability to control a first intuitive, but incorrect response.
Experimental procedures
The experiment was conducted at UC San Diego with a total of 175 participants. In the first four sessions, with a total of 81 students, each participant received a $6 show-up fee for the first part of the experiment. To incentivize students to return, the show-up fee for the second week of the experiment was $20. Since show-up fees may affect donation decisions, we conducted four additional sessions in which an equal show-up fee of $15 was paid each week. In total 94 subjects participated in this set of experimental sessions. The structure of the show-up fees did not affect donation behavior (32.4% vs.
29.3% in the first and second set of sessions; Z-stat=0.4276, p=0.6690) . Also, the show-up fees did not affect the rate at which students returned the second week, which was 98.8% and 90.3%
respectively for the first and second set of sessions (Z-stat=-2.370, p=0.9911).
Although the change in show-up fees does not affect the overall donation, we examine whether it influences the relationship among giving behavior and empathy and impulsiveness. The reason is that impulsive individuals may focus on the show-up fee paid out week 1, ignoring that of week 2, when making their donation decision. If so, impulsive individuals may be less likely to donate when the show-up fee is $6 compared to $15.
At the beginning of the experiment, participants were randomly seated in separate computer cubicles and reminded of the longitudinal design of the study. Then, the experimenter presented the work of GiveDirectly in a slide presentation. At the end of this pitch, participants were asked whether they wanted to donate $5 of their show-up fee for the session. Participants indicated their donation decision via entries in their respective computer terminals, and then completed a short questionnaire in which we elicited individual characteristics, including age, gender, study major, and fluency in English.
Subjects were also asked to complete the Cognitive Reflection Test (CRT). Subsequently, participants
were paid their corresponding show-up fee, minus the donation, if any. A week later participants returned to the laboratory to complete the experiment. During this session they completed the BIS and IRI measurement scales.
RESULTS
Thirty-one percent of the participants (48 out of 175) donated $5 to GiveDirectly. Importantly, measured empathy and impulsiveness varied between donors and non-donors. Table 1 shows the average values for the empathy and impulsiveness measures of subjects who decided to donate and subjects who decided against it. Empathy and impulsiveness predict donation behavior, controlling for other individual characteristics. Table 2 presents marginal effects of probit regressions on the likelihood of a donation. All specifications control for gender, study major and English language skills 7 . To ease the interpretation of the coefficients, all empathy and impulsiveness measures are standardized. Column 1 of Table 2 presents the estimation results pooling all sessions of the experiment. Consistent with the empathy-altruism hypothesis, we find that an individual is more likely to give the higher the level of empathic concern he or she displays. A one standard deviation increase in the empathic concern score corresponds with an eight percentage point increase in the likelihood of a donation (p=0.001). Impulsiveness, on the contrary, has a negative relationship to charitable giving (p=0.001). This finding is driven by behavior in the experimental sessions in which the donation constituted a larger share of the subject's endowment ($5 out of $6, instead of $15), as shown in columns 2 and 3 of Table   2 . As shown in column 2, when subjects receive a $6 endowment, a higher degree of impulsiveness implies a significantly lower likelihood of donating. One standard deviation in the BIS measure corresponds to a likelihood of observing a donation that is a 12 percentage points lower (p<0.001).
Furthermore, lower behavioral impulsiveness, as measured by a higher CRT score, is positive and has a weakly significant influence on donation behavior (p=0.08). This result stands in contrast to previous research, which has found a negative relationship between CRT scores and dictator game giving (Cueva et al. 2016, Ponti and Rodriguez-Lara 2015) . The reason for this we see in the neediness of the recipient. The ability to suppress an intuitive response favors giving when the person is in need and resources are scarce. Then, when subjects receive a $15 endowment, as shown in column 3 of (Davis, 1983) (Frederick, 2005 In sum, empathy is a consistently important factor in donation behavior. By contrast, impulsiveness is strongly related to altruistic actions only when immediate financial resources are scarce. Under such circumstances an impulsive individual is less likely to donate, whereas a person who is able to suppress this first intuitive response and capable of reflection might take future payments into account and may hence be more willing to donate.
. The individual's level of Impulsiveness is elicited with two measures: the Barratt Impulsiveness Scale (BIS) and the Cognitive Reflection Test (CRT)

CONCLUSION
Existing research has shown that charitable giving is driven by a wide array of motivations. Recently, economists have begun to consider two new motivations: empathy and impulsiveness. In this paper
we have examined the role of heterogeneity in individual characteristics of giving. In a laboratory experiment we tested whether two important personality traits, empathy and impulsiveness, predict a real donation decision.
Our results confirm empathy is a central factor in charitable giving. We also find support for a relationship between impulsiveness and donation behavior. Particularly, when financial means are small, the individual's level of impulsiveness has a negative relation to the donation decision. Our results reaffirm the critical role of empathy in charitable giving. Our analysis also shows that the relationship between impulsivity and giving may not be as consistent across contexts. We find a negative relationship that becomes increasingly negative when subjects see resources as more scarce.
This finding is interesting for two reasons. First, it suggests that the relationship between giving and impulsiveness is complex and may be influenced by other contextual factors. Second, it suggests an area for further exploration in order to try to understand the conflicting findings in this area -that is, does the relative degree of wealth or scarcity among the subjects in these studies differ in ways that may interact with impulsivity to create conflicting results? (Davis, 1983) . Columns 4 -6 (Frederick, 2005 (Davis, 1983) are included, and the subscales of the Barratt Impulsiveness Scale (Barratt, 1959) 
